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INTRODUCTION

On March 31, 2014, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued draft Class VI
permits to inject carbon dioxide for the purpose of geologic sequestration (permit numbers IL-137-6A-
0001, 1L-137-6A-0002, IL-137-6A-0003, and IL-137-6A-0004) to the FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc.
(FutureGen), and invited public comment.

Twenty-nine (29) parties submitted comments to EPA, either in writing or during a public hearing held
on May 7, 2014 (or both). These commenters are presented in Table 1. This document categorizes the
public comments submitted on the draft Class VI permits and includes EPA’s responses to those
comments, although there is some overlap between the categories and the responses.

This document is organized as follows.

Section 1: General and Out of Scope Comments: comments including general introductory
statements and comments that are “out of scope” for these permitting actions.

Section 2: General Comments: comments generally supporting or opposing the draft permit
actions or about the permitting process; geologic sequestration; the geology of the FutureGen
site; and general permit conditions.

Section 3: Area of Review (AoR) and Corrective Action Comments: comments on the size of the
AoR and the modeling approach used to delineate the AoR; AoR reevaluations; wells in the AoR;
Part G of the draft permit; and Attachment B.

Section 4: Financial Responsibility Comments: comments on cost estimates for the covered
activities; the financial instruments used; Part H of the draft permit; and Attachment H.
Section 5: Construction and Pre-Injection Testing Comments: comments on the injection well
components (e.g., casing/cement and tubing/packer); pre-injection logs and tests to be
performed; Parts | and J of the draft permit; and Attachment G.

Section 6: Operations Comments: comments on Part K of the draft permit (e.g., injection
pressure limitations); and Attachment A.

Section 7: Testing and Monitoring Comments: comments on the testing and monitoring
activities (e.g., mechanical integrity testing, ground water monitoring, and plume and pressure
front tracking) in Part M of the draft permit; Attachment C; and the quality assurance and
surveillance plan for testing and monitoring activities.

Section 8: Plugging and Post-Injection Site Care Comments: comments on post-injection
monitoring; the post-injection site care timeframe; the non-endangerment demonstration; site
closure activities; Part O of the draft permit; and Attachments D and E.

Section 9: Emergency and Remedial Response Comments: comments on Part P of the draft
permit; Attachment F; and induced seismicity.



Table 1: Commenters on the FutureGen draft Class VI permits

American Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity, Coal Utilization Research Council, Edison Electric
Institute, Illinois Coal Association, National Mining Association (NMA), National Rural Electric
Cooperative Association

Betty Niemann

Bradley Zeller

Carl Hankel

Central lowa Building & Construction Trades Council (CIBCTC)

ClearStack Combustion Corporation

Danny Little

Ed Shaw

Elizabeth Rigor

FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc. (FutureGen)

Global Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) Institute

ILL Coal Association

Illinois Chamber of Commerce

Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (DCEQ)

International Brotherhood of Boilermakers Local 363

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW) Local 193

Jacksonville Regional Economic Development Corporation (EDC)

Karen Shaw

Laborers' International Union of North America (LIUNA)

Leinberger & Critchelow families

Lillian Korous

Marc Landers

Mick Mcintyre

Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Clean Air Task Force, and Sierra Club

Pipefitters Local 137

Robert J. Finley

U.S. Carbon Sequestration Council (CSC)

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Wilmot McCutchen




SECTION 1. GENERAL AND OUT OF SCOPE COMMENTS

EPA regulations at 40 C.F.R. Parts 144 and 146 state the requirements and standards that a permit applicant must meet to have an Underground
Injection Control (UIC) permit application approved. Those regulations define the general scope of EPA’s authority and review process. Federal
regulations require EPA to briefly describe and respond to significant comments received on UIC permits.

EPA received numerous general comments and comments directed at matters outside the scope of the UIC Program’s purview. EPA
acknowledges the submittal of these comments and clarifies that because they raise matters that are not addressed by the UIC regulations and
are outside the scope of the UIC permit process, EPA does not respond to them specifically in this document.

The comments falling into the “out of scope” category focus on topics including: job creation and economic benefits of the project; cost of the
project; general support for or non-specific opposition to the project; the Department of Energy’s process, decisions and Environmental Impact
Assessment; approvals and processes of other regulatory programs; climate change; the power plant; the pipeline; other Carbon Capture and
Storage projects; other Geologic Sequestration projects (e.g., the Archer Daniels Midland project); neutral statements of fact; background
information on the commenters or the project; pore space ownership; mineral rights; eminent domain; takings; land owner compensation;
natural gas storage operations; and general introductory statements to specific concerns. These general comments are listed below without
response. Specific comments that address topics that are relevant to this permitting decision, with responses, follow in subsequent sections.

Although EPA is not responding to general statements of support and opposition to the permit individually, it did consider them in making the
decision to issue final permits.



Commenter

Comment Text

Boilermakers
Local 363

I'm here to speak in favor of the permits on behalf of myself and our members.

Our primary work is in power plants and power generation facilities and we believe not only the jobs that will be
created during construction and the direct and indirect jobs that will be created will be more permanent jobs after
construction are important, but also the ramifications of this power plant and the carbon capture technology that
could spread to other plants and keep our industry viable for many years.

And | think it should also be noted when talking about the jobs that a lot of our living is made during, what we refer
to as the outage season. When we do periodic maintenance on these power plants. And so there will be -- | think
the job numbers are low because we will be back to service the facility on a fairly regular basis. And those are jobs
that haven't been talked about today, but they're very important to myself and our members because that's how
we make our living.

We, you know, we aren't scientists. We have read, we're well-read on the carbon capture and we do believe that
the Environmental Protection Agency and FutureGen Alliance has our -- has protected us and looked out for our
best interest. So, again, we're in favor of moving this forward.

Bradley
Zeller

I'm here to briefly discuss the economic and environmental impact of the FutureGen 2.0 project. Specifically, the
sequestration site and it's what we're here for today and the ground water. But economically the project itself is a
1.6 billion dollar impact for our economy. That's the actual construction cost. To put that in layman's terms, we are
a board of review for the county. I'm looking back. | should be -- but anyway, to put this in perspective the County of
Morgan has a 500-million dollar EAV. That's our total tax base that we base all of our taxes. For our school district,
the county, all the taxing body which is equivalent to a 1.5-billion dollar value. 500 million is one-third of our fair
market value. Now, there's roads and hospitals and things out of that EAV, but that's 1.5 billion total value of
Morgan County. This is bringing in 1.6 billion dollars to the county, which is more than the county is worth in total.
An independent study by the University of Illinois projects a 12-billion dollar impact to the community over the next
20 years; 12 billion dollars to the county that's worth 1.5 billion. I think that's going to have a huge effect - 1650
temporary jobs, 650 permanent jobs.

CIBCTC

Hi, my name is Paul Moore, M-0-o-r-e, and I'm the president from the Central Illinois Building and Construction
Trades Council. This council is made up of the skilled craft who will build this project. We whole-heartedly support
FutureGen for the following reasons:

The importance of a carbon capturing system, which is widely used as an essential technology in the effort to
address climate change concerns. This system offers the potential to largely eliminate the CO; emissions associated
with power plants, cement plants, refineries and other stationary industrial sources.

Also, the educational value that FutureGen 2.0 will gain with worldwide attention by being one of the first near
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single zero emissions commercial scale coal-fueled power plant that is fully integrated with underground carbon
capture and storage, and will prove out that the integration of the power plant, CO; pipeline, CO, storage site result
will to be used to develop additional projects in lllinois, the United States, and possibly around the world.

It is the same CO,that would be released into the atmosphere. There is also community support for this project with
an open dialogue between the building trades, FutureGen Alliance and the citizens board, and most importantly is
job creation for Morgan and surrounding counties. Thank you.

Danny Little

| would like to express my support for the Morgan County CO; storage facility and the FutureGen Il Project in
general.

DCEO

In addition to FutureGen ... which will capture and store more than 20 Million Metric Tons of C02 ...Archer, Daniels
Midland in Decatur is fast one of the nation's first large scale CCS projects...

...This project, in a constructive manner, takes clean coal technology to the next level by capturing Carbon Dioxide
and permanently storing it underground, greatly reducing the emission footprint for a coal fired power plant.
FutureGen type coal projects, along with the great strides made in increasing America's renewable energy portfolio,
goes a long way in meeting an “all of the above" domestic energy portfolio strategy. The FutureGen 2.0 oxy-
combustion retrofit, coal to electricity with 90% interest of the carbon capture and storage project is in the best
citizens of the United States.

In the end, | hope that everyone understands that FutureGen is a well-planned, world-class effort to demonstrate
technology that can make a difference in reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases

| thank all of you for your time and interest in Future Gen 2.0.

Ed Shaw

Please approve this project! Let lllinois be first in this new technology. We need the jobs and the tax base!

Global CCS
Institute

Commercial demonstration of carbon capture and storage (CCS) technology is an essential step towards wide-scale
global deployment needed to address climate change at least cost. Every first-mover CCS project, including
FutureGen 2.0, will provide the learnings necessary to move the technology forward and realise its full potential. It
is within this context that the Global CCS Institute urges the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to expedite its
final approval for the FutureGen 2.0 Class VI underground injection control permit.
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IBEW Local
193

My name is Glenn Baugh. Last name is B-a-u-g-h. I'm the business manager of IBEW Local 193 in Springfield, Illinois.
We represent a little over 300 electrical workers and we're ready to start this project and build this project. | won't
be redundant with all the technical information that's been presented before me, but | would like to sum it up if |
could.

This is the first for a near zero emissions coal-fueled power plant. And this project when finished will be viewed and
visited by the world, putting Jacksonville and Meredosia, lllinois in the spotlight. It will bring jobs and revenue to an
area at a time when jobs are limited. And | believe from the folks that spoke before me, as well as the EPA who has
looked at this hard, that the homework's been done and it's time to move forward and grant these permits. Thank
you.

ILL Coal
Association

The lllinois Coal Association supports the FutureGen Alliance 2.0 Underground Injection Control Class VI permit. The
FutureGen project is important to the development of clean coal technology, and the lllinois Coal Association has
been an active supporter since this project was first announced in 2003. | didn't make a mistake there. It's 2003.
Yes, that was 11 years ago. And that's part of our frustration; it's taken 11 years to get to this point. And we still
don't have steel in the ground. We're not being able to learn yet from deployment technology, clean coal
technology that's going to be able to use coal. Even the technology has changed from the zero emissions, free-
standing power plant in Mattoon to retrofitting existing power plants with the oxy-combustion technology. We
accept that. Kind of grudgingly but, and it wasn't your choice to do that. | know. But we'd rather be building free
standing-power plants. This project is very important to the State of Illinois as coal is an abundant resource here.

10

ILL Coal
Association

This landmark draft permit is integral to the advancement of CCS technology for future use in the United States and
around the world. While the Department of Energy, which issued it's record -- a decision for financial support as you
know of this project in January has had several pilot projects designed to capture and store CO.. It is time to scale
up the technology to commercial size on coal-fueled power plants that will be fully integrated with geologic storage.
The lessons learned from this first of its kind project will be key to the wide-spread commercialization of CCS
technologies. On behalf of the lllinois Coal Association, | urge final approval of the permit without delay to enable
the FutureGen 2.0 project to move forward. Thank you.




# Commenter | Comment Text
11 Illinois On behalf of the lllinois Chamber of Commerce and its members, we respectfully ask the US EPA to issue the final
Chamber of Class VI UIC permits for FutureGen 2.0. We do so for the following reasons:
Commerce Importance of FutureGen 2.0 and of CCS
The Obama Administration and the US EPA have both talked about the importance of carbon capture and
sequestration (CCS) as a way to keep coal in our existing energy mix while decreasing the amount of greenhouse gas
emissions in the atmosphere. As we all know, CCS is not currently a proven technology on a commercial scale and
for it to become one we need projects like FutureGen 2.0 to be successful and they need permits to sequester
carbon dioxide to confirm the process.
Since CCS offers the potential to largely eliminate the carbon dioxide emissions associated with power plants,
cement plants, refineries and other stationary industrial sources, we think it prudent to provide the necessary
permits to allow a commercial-scale CCS project in southern lllinois.
12 lllinois So many more reasons
Chamber of There are a plethora of additional reasons why you should issue the final permits, but please know that the lllinois
Commerce Chamber looks at these projects with great interest and we hope the US EPA will grant the necessary permits so

FutureGen 2.0 can become a reality and a success for the industry and our environment.
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13

Jacksonville
Regional EDC

My name is Terry Denison and | am President of the Jacksonville REGIONAL Economic Development Corporation.
We are a professional, non-profit organization whose objective is to retain, create and recruit job opportunities for
residents of our region. One of these opportunities is FutureGen 2.0 and the many benefits associated with it. In
today's economic environment, it is tough to attract new businesses to Morgan and Scott Counties, but we've had
the good fortune to attract several companies recently, and FutureGen is among them. FutureGen represents an
excellent opportunity to give the community an economic shot-in-the- arm.

According to the recent University of Illinois FutureGen 2.0 Economic Impact Study Report, during the construction
phase of FutureGen, the project is likely to generate as many as 683 direct jobs (452 jobs for the power plant and
231 for the CO2 pipeline and storage site) and 1,610 total jobs (direct and indirect jobs) for the State of Illinois in
2015, the second year of the construction phase (Phase Ill). Many of those jobs, by the nature of construction, will
be short term.

As the project matures and goes into full operation starting in 2018, the number of direct jobs for Morgan County is
estimated to be 118 (91 for the power plant, 27 for the C02 pipeline and storage site). The number of total jobs
(direct and indirect jobs) is estimated to be 181. In the long-term, FutureGen will produce increased tax revenues
and help replace the jobs lost as a result of the closure of the Meredosia power plant in 2011.Speaking of
Meredosia, we are already seeing the economic benefits of FutureGen in Meredosia. When the Meredosia Power
Plant ceased generating power in December of 2011, the County faced the potential loss of more than $500,000 per
year in property taxes. Most of the money goes to the Meredosia school district and without those funds the school
district would be facing an uncertain financial future. However, with the FutureGen project's active maintenance of
the plant and preparations for future construction, those property taxes continue to be paid. That makes a very real
financial difference to the County and our schools.

And lastly, over 50% of the power delivered by rural electric cooperatives nationwide is coal based. So, coal is
important to rural America. However, with ever-tightening environmental regulations, we need new technology to
make coal cleaner. FutureGen is a great opportunity to demonstrate clean coal technology. Recently our office had
the honor and pleasure of hosting and visiting with former New Jersey Governor and U.S.E.P.A. Administrator-
Christine Todd Whitman. As Ms. Whitman stated - "Alternative energy sources are not going to replace coal as the
main producer of electricity!" And, electrical demand is going to increase greatly in the next few years. "Coal is and
will be very important to our economy." So let's build this plant and the pipeline and protect the coal power rural
America needs.

14

Karen Shaw

This method appears to be a safe way of containing emissions of carbon dioxide. Let's let lllinois be the leader - for
once - instead of the follower - per usual.
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15

LIUNA

And as was previously mentioned this project -- we support the approval of the permits. That's my -- what | wanted
to say.

But as it was previously mentioned this project stands to create over 1600, as someone called part, or temporary
jobs. Those temporary jobs aren't just temporary jobs. They're construction jobs.

And when people talk about construction jobs as if they're temporary, | guess, in one sense they are temporary in
that construction by its very nature is temporary. You either build something or you tear something down. So all
construction jobs by their very nature are temporary. However, construction careers are permanent.

This is the kind of project, particularly in the State of lllinois and in this area where construction unemployment is
nearing 50 percent. It can carry over these men and women through two or three, maybe four seasons to help the
next set of projects get going. They help more private investment get to take off. They help the state and federal
government invest more in infrastructure. These are the kind of projects we need.

The 600 permanent jobs stand to be good family supporting jobs. We encourage the EPA to approve the permits,
issue the final permits. Not just for the construction and the economic benefit, but also what this can do for the
area in terms of research, because this will be a pilot plan as everyone has suggested in terms of research and
development in this area.

So | encourage the EPA to approve the project, approve the permit. On behalf of the Laborers' International Union
of North America, our employers, and signatory contractors, | encourage the EPA to approve it. Thanks.

16

Marc Landers

| truly believe FutureGen would support the ongoing and future use of the nation's abundant coal reservesin a
manner that addresses both the aging power production and environmental concerns.

As a nation and as a community we have an opportunity to develop technologies that utilize the abundant
resources our State has. One of them happens to be lots of coal. While keeping environmental -- while keeping
environmental concerns up front and as a number one priority we can move these technologies and processes
forward so our sons and daughters will have the opportunity to raise their sons and daughters with a safe, reliable
environmentally responsible power supplies. All the while shoring up our local economy and putting lllinois
residents to work.

I'm very much in favor of moving this permitting process forward and letting the men and women of Central Illinois
show the world what an educated well-trained work force can achieve. This country did not put men on the moon
by sitting on our hands. Let's put that same spirit of progress and innovation behind FutureGen and the proud
residents of Morgan County. Together we can develop these processes in a safe environmentally responsible
manner and set a standard for the rest of the power industry worldwide.
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17

NMA

The members of our respective organizations are writing in support of the FutureGen 2.0 Project and applaud EPA
for issuing the first draft Class VI underground injection control permit under Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations.

This landmark draft permit is not only integral to the advancement and success of the

FutureGen 2.0 Project, but the advancement of carbon capture and storage (CCS) technology for future use in the
U.S. and around the world. While the U.S. Department of Energy has several pilot projects designed to capture and
store carbon dioxide, it is time to scale up the technology to commercial size on coal-fueled power plants that will
be fully integrated with geologic storage. The lessons learned from this first of its kind project will be key in the
effort to adequately demonstrate CCS integrated with commercial-scale electricity production and the ultimate
commercialization of CCS technologies.

We urge final approval of the permit without delay to enable the FutureGen 2.0 Project to move forward on
schedule.

18

NRDC

Sierra Club and NRDC have significant concerns about the FutureGen 2.0 project; in particular with regard to
discrepancies between how the project is described to the public and the way it is has been permitted to date.
While the Club and NRDC are concerned that the FutureGen 2.0 project’s permits to date allow for serious air and
water impacts, the Club and NRDC recognize the importance of getting the first Class VI UIC permits issued properly
under the law and thus join in the comments below.

B. Comments

General comments

These permit applications are significant, in that they represent the first effort to permit a CO,
sequestration project using EPA’s December 2010 Safe Drinking Water Act Underground Injection Control Program
(“UIC”) Class VI rules. Precedents may be set, with respect to what applicants look to in submitting in future
applications. And through this review, EPA sends an important message about how it intends to implement the UIC
Class VI regulations.

At the outset, we commend the Applicant for compiling an application that is clear and that attempts to address
most of the requirements of Class VI in a considered manner. While we may have questions or suggestions with
respect to specific parts of the application, overall we are encouraged by the approach taken in evaluating and
operating the site, as well as the conciseness with which information is presented.

We do list a number of technical points below for EPA’s consideration and resolution, and we can see a clear
pathway forward for the issuance of the injection permits under consideration here, as we believe that our
comments can be readily addressed by the Applicant and EPA. We support this effort, and hope that it can be the




# Commenter | Comment Text
precursor to more opportunities to permanently remove carbon pollution from the atmosphere and sequester it
safely in the deep subsurface.
19 Pipefitters I'm a member of the Pipefitters Local 137 out of Springfield, but | live in Jacksonville. And everybody's talking about
Local 137 the impact on Morgan County. Well, what about the counties around Morgan County? When we built that power
house they was from Brown County, Pike County, all around. They wasn't all just from Morgan County. And it's
going to help the people of Meredosia because they'll be buying groceries there, they'll fill their cars up with gas
when they come to work or when they leave. So | think this is an impact on the whole community. West Central
Illinois total. Not just Morgan County.
20 US Fish and The Service does not have any comments at this time on the draft permits.
Wildlife
Service
21 Plumbers & | am John Haines Business Manager of the Plumbers & Steamfitters Local 137 | represent 950 hard working families
Steamfitters | in Central lllinois. Our Association has Jurisdiction of the Future Gen Project and the CO; pipeline. We believe that
Local 137 the technology has been proven and that the future of the coal industry in Illinois hinges on this project. Our
members will strive to make this project a complete success in hope that the Global energy market will utilize this
technology and help reduce their carbon footprint. Local 137 is fully committed and supports this project 100%.
22 Robert J. | am writing in support of the FutureGen Alliance 2.0 Underground Injection Control (UIC) Class VI permit which will
Finley allow the drilling of four injection wells whose purpose is to demonstrate carbon storage in the Mt. Simon
Sandstone in western Illinois. The FutureGen endeavor is an important one in terms of understanding the ability to
safely and effectively store carbon dioxide within the geological framework rather than allow emissions to the
atmosphere. International bodies, such as the International Energy Agency and the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change, have repeatedly recognized carbon sequestration as an essential technology to manage carbon
dioxide emissions and reduce the hazards posed by climate change.
23 Robert J. | summary, | find the proposed activities under the FutureGen 2.0 draft Class VI permit to be well thought out and
Finley comprehensive. The proposed activities will advance understanding of carbon storage as a key technology to

mitigate climate change impacts while protecting underground sources of drinking water in lllinois, my state of
residence. | urge the US EPA to grant the final permit and authorize injection as proposed by the applicant.
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24

Betty
Niemann

| believe people like to eat. | know we need power but we also need to eat.

Now, this is my main concern for tonight, is the fact that we do have a responsibility for the future. Not only with
clean air and clean water, but we also have to protect our resources for the future. And those resources are not only
our coal but our water and | find that the oxy-combustion method used by FutureGen uses a lot more coal and we
will run out of it faster if this is deployed as a widespread technology.

FutureGen is not the first sequestration power-generated plant. It's the first oxy-combustion. Edwardsport, Indiana
has a facility that is to produce greater than 500 megawatts of energy. However, it was supposed to be a CCS
technology but the "S" dropped out when the Mount Simon Sandstone couldn't support it. The next one that is
almost operational is Kemper down in Mississippi. Both of these plants uses less coal for their carbon capture than
the FutureGen project.

So I'm hoping that FutureGen is a one-of-its-kind, because if we need to go widespread CCS deployment we need to
also use our coal wisely. Thank you very much.

25

Betty
Niemann

| am against the USEPA Region 5 granting this permit or certification for several reasons all of which are based upon
scientifically questioning the information contained within the applications and subsequent FutureGen submissions.

26

Betty
Niemann

Please deny this permit. It is not needed. If a cost-benefit analysis were run on the FutureGen project, the increased
cost of the project versus the impact on the atmospheric CO; reduction, adding in the extra amount of coal to drive
this oxy-combustion method for CCS and the contamination of future potential water sources, is this project cost
effective for climate change mitigation? | feel that the answer is NO! ...and the permits should be denied.

The initial emphasis of this project based upon the EPA regulations is that it was for CO, for climate mitigation.
When Bush pulled the funding, and in order to justify the project again, the emphasis became job production which
is how | believe this has been spinned by the media and the climate mitigation has taken a back seat to job creation.

27

Elizabeth
Rigor

| am writing this to let you know that | am opposed to the sequestration of CO, under lllinois farmland in Morgan
County, lllinois.

| do not believe that pumping supercritical CO; into the Mt. Simon formation is a way to eliminate it from the
atmosphere because some people believe that CO; causes climate change. Out of sight, out of mind, therefore it
doesn't exist however isn't this polluting the land? By the way, | do not believe that CO, clauses climate change nor
that the sequestration of CO, is safe.

Please do not grant FutureGen its permits.

10



Commenter

Comment Text

28

Lillian Korous

| have long been disturbed by this project, hoping it would go away. To spend resources on an experimental project
using a coal fired electric plant is poor judgment. Coal plants are a dying technology that is very polluting and
restarting such a plant is counterintuitive. Coal is an outdated source of energy and coal-fired power plants are the
dirtiest sources of energy in use today. After reading the lllinois EPA website for the start- up, | learned that, other
than CO,, the increases in emissions with the proposed plant would exceed the significant emission thresholds for a
major project under PSD rules. “Limits are established for the emissions of pollutants from this plant to ensure that
the project is not subject to the federal PSD rules.” Our local paper mentioned that coal to be used would be high
sulfur. It seems all the emphasis is on capturing CO, which undoubtedly contributes to the green- house effect but
does not cause asthma, allergies, lung problems, acid rain and polluted water which other emissions cause and are
present from every coal —fired power plant. CO; capture is the star of Future Gen 2.0, but pity the nearby
inhabitants who have enjoyed a clear atmosphere during the facility shutdown, but who will now be affected by
dirty air again.

Using coal for energy has devastating environmental impacts during every point in its life cycle. Mining coal from
the ground damages lands, water, and air. Transporting by trucks and diesel train adds air emissions and dust
dispersal. The new oxy-combustion boiler will need 25% more coal than a traditional air boiler, thereby adding the
increased emissions and impacts mentioned above. Coal ash is another huge contributor to pollution of the
countryside.

29

CsC

We commend EPA on the issuance of these draft permits for public comment and on the work that has been
undertaken to process these first of a kind permit drafts.

30

DCEO

Projects of this type are complex and have many moving actions at the same time. A lot has been accomplished in a
very short time.

I would like to commend the citizens of Jacksonville and Meredosia, their elected officials and the citizens of
Morgan County and their county board members for their support, their patience and their enthusiasm of
FutureGen 2.0.

As the first Class VI well application the US EPA has taken to a hearing, | am aware of the scrutiny that the
permitting process, testimony and your responses will receive. The state of Illinois has worked with the FutureGen
Alliance and the US DOE to insure best practices have been used since the first stages of the FutureGen project.
After reviewing the criteria used by the US EPA to evaluate the technical and project specific information, | am
confident that the US EPA's efforts to evaluate all available information to reach the decision to issue this draft
permit was comprehensive and accountable to the people of the state of lllinois.

31

FutureGen

The Alliance certainly welcomes the opportunity to come talk again about the FutureGen project and its importance
to Jacksonville, to Morgan County and to lllinois, as well as to the nation. We also want to thank EPA for their

11
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sustained effort to review our very detailed application for the underground injection control permit. They spent a
year looking at the information we provided, asking us questions, reviewing our answers to their questions. It was a
long very slog on their part and we appreciate all of their efforts.

32

FutureGen

The project involves retrofitting the Meredosia Energy unit -- Meredosia Energy Center in Meredosia with oxy-
combustion technology. This will allow us to capture carbon dioxide, transport it in an underground pipeline and
inject it deep underground in a site in northeastern Morgan County.

The project will capture and permanently store 90 percent of the CO, emissions that -- CO, that would normally be
emitted from coal fuel in the Meredosia Energy Center. We've made great progress on the project to date. We have
received construction permits, air and water construction permits from lllinois Environmental Protection Agency for
the construction of the Meredosia Energy Center. We have had our pipeline approved by the lllinois Commerce
Commission. We have done the significant design work and will be getting final design. And the Department of
Energy has completed its environmental impact statement process where it analyzed in detail potential
environmental impacts of the project as a whole and it concluded that there were no significant environmental
impacts.

33

FutureGen

Supporting documentation involves the description of the geology, as well as construction operation plan, a
monitoring plan, and assurances that the Alliance would maintain financial responsibility for the project as a whole
for the life of the project.

34

Color Art
Integrated
Interiors

| read the article and think it is a creative approach to this important issue. We certainly must do something to
reduce the carbon release into the atmosphere. Would the 1.1 mil metric tons be enough to make any kind of a
difference?

It seems reasonable that in 20 or more years we may have a better options for dealing with this off gas. Would like
to know more but like the creative thinking on how to reduce green house gasses in the short term.

35

Illinois
Chamber of
Commerce

You’ve done this before.

As you know, there is a CCS pilot project going on in Decatur, Illinois where carbon dioxide from ADM'’s facilities is
being sequestered. The pilot project is about 80% complete with almost 800,000 metric tons of carbon already
sequestered. DOE has seven pilot demonstration carbon dioxide storage sites around the country, including this one
in Central lllinois. These pilot projects have proven that CO, storage can be done safely.

36

McCutchen

By 2035 the EIA forecasts annual US CO, emissions of 6.32 billion metric tons, 38% of which (2.40 billion) will be
from coal plants alone. To put that in perspective, consider that in Texas the huge Permian Basin oil field's current
annual enhanced oil recovery (EOR) demand is only 7 million tons of CO,, about the output of a single 1 GW coal-
fired power plant. See this article from POWER magazine at http://www.powermag.com/carbon-control-the-long-

12



Commenter

Comment Text

road-ahead/. Clearly, EOR in depleted oil and gas reservoirs can't handle the expected volume of CO, that must be
stored each year just from power generation.

The only other potentially available pore space, once we set aside the tiny capacity of depleted reservoirs, coal
beds, and dry formations, is in deep saline formations. Although deep saline formations have lots of pore space, i.e.
spaces between grains in the rock, the pores in the rock are full of brine. Deep saline formations are not empty
tanks, but full tanks. Moving the brine out and the CO; in may well be impossible at the scale of billions of tons each
year. We hear a lot about the 25 years of successful experience with EOR, but it is the extrapolation of this EOR
experience to permanent CO; storage in deep saline formations that is at issue because there are not enough
depleted reservoirs to accommodate the tremendous volumes of CO; going to permanent storage. So EOR in
depleted reservoirs (empty tanks) is immaterial.

Once injected into the formation, the CO, would have to be securely contained there. This fundamental point
seems to have been overlooked. In 2010, a sobering article appeared in the referenced Journal of Petroleum Science
and Engineering (70:123-130), authored by two distinguished full professors, Christine Ehlig-Economides and
Michael J. Economides. Here's a quote from the abstract:

"Published reports on the potential for sequestration fail to address the necessity of storing CO, in a closed system.
The lifetime emissions from just one large coal-fired power plant would displace water equal to the size of a giant oil
field (4.1 billion oil barrels), as USGS research geologist Robert Burruss pointed out in his testimony to Congress in
2008. Work would be required to lift all of that brine to the surface to make way for the tremendous volume of
CO,. That work would presumably come from combustion of fossil fuels, adding to the CO, emissions. Will the
energy for CCS create more CO; than it stores?

37

Betty
Niemann

| also wish to point out that the farmers in Morgan County in the area of the natural gas storage deposit in the St.
Peter Sandstone Formation are experiencing leakage...

President Obama has said that one event does not make a trend....
By the way, | found it unscientific for FutureGen to select Morgan County as its carbon storage site without drilling

characterization wells in the other two areas. It seems to me that cost has driven FutureGen to take the path of
least expense.

38

Betty
Niemann

At the public hearing on 7 May 2014, FutureGen said that it had received permission from the lllinois Commerce
Commission on the Pipeline. Under ICC Docket number 13-0252, FutureGen received "conditional permission" for
the pipeline based upon FutureGen securing all the permits before construction.

i Under ICC Docket 14-0177 (lllinois Public Utilities Act Compliance) pages 16 through18 of the Final Order
discusses the Underground Injection Control Permit from the USEPA
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ii FutureGen has also been granted "conditional permission” on 13 May 2014 for the pipeline and sequestration of
the CO,.

The Climate Change Argument:

First, let us take a trip back to 1970 and the first Earth Day. Those of you younger than 50 years old in this room will
not remember the doomsday predictions made by notables of that era.

The greatest of these predictions is that the earth is cooling and the world is tumbling to the next ice age. Here we
are 44 years later making a doomsday prediction of the exact opposite and that this global warming is based upon
anthropogenic CO; production.

| believe that CO, does not cause global warming nor that climate change is caused by man. | base this on what my
family experienced after a move to the island of Bahrain in 1992 just after the first Gulf War. Kuwait, just north and
slightly west of Bahrain, was "on fire" so to say with the huge number of oil wells burning after the war. Each
burning well produced over 450 ppm of CO; at the well head. Yet, Bahrain did not experience high temperatures.
Instead, Bahrain had two of the coldest and wettest winters since the early thirties. This cooling and extra rain was
attributed to the smoke pall from the oil well fires covering the Arabian Gulf and

preventing the waters in the Gulf from warming. The cool Gulf waters prevented the land from warming during the
cooler months. The smoke provided condensation nuclei thereby causing increased amounts of rain and flooding.
To me, this firsthand experience leads me to conclude that the any global warming is not caused by CO, but by solar
radiation.

If my conclusion is true, then the climate scientists should be able to document temperature increases over barren
land compared to land that is not barren.

Carbon Capture and Sequestration has been touted to be the "technology to mitigate CO,". Yet, Gina McCarthy of
the USEPA said that its new rules to mitigate CO; levels and therefore climate change will have negligible effects or
impact on CO; levels and therefore climate change in a House Subcommittee on Energy and Power under the
Energy and Commerce Committee on 18 September 2013. | might add that DOE Secretary Moniz was also present
at this same meeting. In a testimony by Mr. Ed Whitfield from Kentucky, chairman of the subcommittee, he stated
that human CO, production amounts to only 3.75% of 30 gigatons of

the total CO, output of 800 gigatons.
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iii If human activity is only 3.75%, then just how much of this 3.75% is due to coal fired power generation.

Mr. McKinley of West Virginia also reports in this same House Subcommittee hearing that (in lines from 2258 to
2266):

"we can say over 40 years there has been almost no increase in temperature, very slight. In fact, the

CO; levels even with the increased greenhouse CO; level emissions, the Arctic ice has actually increased by 60
percent... Also that Antarctica is expanding. But more importantly, this report coming out of the United Nations, the
IPCC report coming up is saying that most experts, most experts believe by 2083, and 70 years, the benefits of
climate change will still outweigh the harm."

iv Mr. McKinley goes on to say, "Let's put this in perspective. Hypothetically, let's assume that all coal-fired
generation in America were curtailed, all coal-fired generation were curtailed. According to the United Nations and
the IPCC, this would reduce the CO; levels of the globe by merely 2/10 of 1 percent by ridding all coal-fired power in
the United States.

The Administration also needs to remind people, as you heard from the chairman in his opening remarks, that
manmade problems, if we could, only represent 4 percent of all the emissions of the globe. Natural emissions
represent 96 percent. So as a result, this Administration is, by virtue of this stream of job-killing regulations, is
putting our Nation at risk all in the idea of clinging to the notion that cutting 2/10 of 1 percent is going to save the
world environment."

v To further emphasize the impact, | have calculated the number in parts per million per year that the atmosphere
will be reduced by 1 metric ton of CO; by the FutureGen project and this is 0.00047 ppm. FutureGen 2.0’s
sequestration is projected to reduce the amount of CO; by 1.1 million metric tons of CO, per year for 20 years or a
total of 22 million metric tons if the project’s estimates are correct.

Therefore: 1.1 metric tons stored per year x 0.00047 = 0.0005 ppm per year or 0.01 ppm total for the 20 years of the
project if my calculations are correct. There is more discussion on later in this comment paper.

There is another way to look at the amount of CO; in the project. The USEPA website on CCS purports that a 500
MWe coal fired power plant produces 3 million metric tons of CO..
vi According to FutureGen's copyrighted Conservation Plan
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vii, the designed maximum output of the Meredosia Energy Center is 168 MWe but will have only a net of 99MWe.
In order to equate the net output of the FutureGen power plant with the typical 500 MWe then we need to multiple
FutureGen's data by 5 which means that the 1.1 million tons becomes 5.5 million tons of CO; produced by
FutureGen to be sequestered which is 2.5 million more metric tons produced by the FutureGen project than the
output of the typical 500 MEe power plant. This extra 2.5 million metric ton amounts to a loss or energy penalty of
83%. This means 83% more coal will have to be utilized by FutureGen for the oxy-combustion capture of CO,. This is
a waste of our coal resources and will cause the world to use its coal reserves faster than normal.

Then if we compare the oxy-combustion FutureGen project with the Kemper IGCC CCS project in Mississippi and the
Edwardsport IGCC CCS project in Indiana against the USEPA's 500MWe typical plant, as to CO; output and energy
penalty, we will find that the FutureGen oxy- combustion project produces more CO; and has a higher energy
penalty than the IGCC projects.

*Capture is rate to be 65%

** Edwardsport will emit 4 million metric tons into the atmosphere as the site was not geologically suitable for
sequestration.

From this chart, it appears that of the two methods of capturing the CO,, IGCC and oxy- combustion, the oxy-
combustion carries the largest energy penalty and therefore is not energy efficient. This inefficiency goes against
the thrust of energy efficiency in the White House Energy Policy.

Climate Progress reported on an update of a Harvard Study on the true cost of coal. They summarized that CCS, to
mitigate CO,, is costly and carries numerous health and environmental risks, which would be multiplied if carried
out on a widespread deployment.

ix If this is the case, then why such a thrust for Carbon Capture and Sequestration IF CO; is not the cause of global
warming or climate change? CCS has been called a scam by more than one entity.

In addition, in 2011, the thrust for CCS was THIS IS the TECHNOLOGY to mitigate climate change. Now, in 2014, after
Gina McCarty has testified at a House Subcommittee hearing on Energy that the EPA regulations which tout CCS for
climate change mitigation will have negligible effect to curb climate change. (This is also stated in the Final DOE/EIS
0460 but is buried in the Appendices.) So now the spin is that CCS becomes a "bridging" technology for energy and
climate change.
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Since this FutureGen project was started in 2003, to me, there have been so many permutations on the facts, that it
is hard to know what the true facts are given.
My husband, his nephews, and his cousins have not had what other property owners have had when dealing with
FutureGen. The decision to participate in FutureGen was not offered to them but was made for them without
seeking their opinion on the matter by a trustee for a family trust. Hence, they are very concerned about the project
and the ramifications to the farmland.
39 Betty 3. Land Deformation and Effects on Agricultural Land: (Also see discussion of the number of gallons of CO; below.)
Niemann
The Agricultural Mitigation Agreement did not address this possibility nor inform the Farm Bureau nor the farmers
that this might happen. Farmers have drainage tile under their land and is FutureGen prepared to continually repair
this drainage tile during and after the project ends?
40 Betty | would like to add that the Gulf Qil spill that happened in April of 2011 was an estimated spill of only 210 million
Niemann gallons of oil. In one year, FutureGen is to inject 1.83 times as much supercritical CO; into the Mt. Simon layer
under Morgan County.
41 Betty Comments from the Final DOE/EIS-0460
Niemann

b. CO, Mitigation:
(1) The amount of CO, mitigated by the FutureGen 2.0 project to the atmosphere is negligible. (2) DOE does
recognize this fact but it is buried on page 1-41 Response 2-06.*

*Page I-41 of the DOE/EIS-0460 (in Volume Il) contains the DOE's response to my question concerning my
comments about the 0.00047 ppm. The response is marked 2-06 to my comments also marked 2-06. The response
is: "DOE acknowledges that the direct contribution of any single coal-fueled power plant equipped with carbon
capture and storage to reducing worldwide atmospheric concentration of CO, would be negligible

and the incremental impacts on global climate change cannot be determined effectively. Therefore, DOE considered
the impacts of CO, emissions on global climate to be a subject for cumulative impact analysis addressed in Section
4.3, Potential Cumulative Impacts of the Draft EIS. As stated on page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIS, “These reductions in
emissions alone would not appreciably reduce global concentrations of GHG emissions. However, these emissions
changes would incrementally affect (reduce) the atmosphere’s concentration of GHGs, and, in combination with
past and future emissions from all other sources, contribute incrementally to future change in atmospheric
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concentrations of GHGs.” As stated under Climate and Greenhouse Gases in Table 4.3-3 of the Draft EIS, “the
successful implementation of the project may lead to widespread acceptance and deployment of oxy-combustion
technology with geologic storage of CO,, thus fostering a beneficial long-term reduction in the rate of CO, emissions
from power plants across the United States.” DOE agrees with the scientific community that the cumulative effects
of CO, emissions on global climate change cannot be ignored, which is why the agency is participating in the
FutureGen 2.0 Project and continues to fund other demonstration projects involving carbon capture and storage.
Please refer to DOE’s response to Comment 14-01 for further discussion on this topic."

(3) Because the CO, is mitigated in this project at a negligible rate, the DOE shifts the CO, negligible impact from the
draft EIS to its position in the Final EIS to considering "potential cumulative impact" using the buzz word of
“incremental" impact upon which to make its decision.

(4) This shift of position to "potential cumulative incremental impact" is tantamount to twisting the results to
support the desired outcome in my opinion

(5) Using that same position in 3 above, the Final EIS does not take into the account of the incremental (potential
cumulative impact) of increase CO, stored under pressure in the Earth during widespread deployment.

Risks of the FutureGen Project: Page 8 of 10

for a 30 year project as first conceptualized. FutureGen 2.0 is forging ahead acquiring property rights/non-reversible
options even through there is a lawsuit filed on the ICC's decision. IF FutureGen goes bust, and it could, the losers
will be the landowners who were coerced, duped, misled by omission (my opinions and conclusions) to give up their
property rights which if FutureGen 2.0 does go bust could be sold (for money) and not given or sold back to the
landowners - all for a CO, mitigation of 0.00047 ppm per year.

Again, in my opinion, the Final EIS conclusions are based upon incomplete impact analyses; i.e.: education and
research center impacts upon the community as FutureGen requested 5 acres of the city park which is used by the
community and the area requested contains beautiful trees, and the socioeconomic impact to the landowners if
FutureGen fails as there are NO provisions in options and agreements for restoring property rights back to the
owners if the project fails, and the failure to acknowledge that CO, may not be the factor to cause climate
change/global warming or that research is biased only to prove climate change/global warming existence to name a
few.

There are other studies that also indicate doubts about and risks associated with FutureGen 2.0: o In 2009, the
Government Accounting Office prepared a report entitled "CLEAN COAL DOE Should Prepare a Comprehensive
Analysis of the Relative Costs, Benefits, and Risks of a Range of Options for FutureGen", which discusses the
FutureGen Mattoon Project before Mattoon backed out of the project.
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o In 2012, the Congressional Budget Office published a report entitled "Federal Efforts to Reduce the Cost of
Capturing and Storing Carbon Dioxide" which has one conclusion on page i: "CBQO’s analysis suggests that unless the
federal government adopts policies that encourage or require utilities to generate electricity with fewer greenhouse
gas emissions, the projected high cost of using CCS technology means that DOE’s current program for developing
CCS is unlikely to do much to support widespread use of the technology."

o On April 3, 2013, Peter Folger, of the Congressional Research Service, published a report entitled, "FutureGen, A
Brief History and Issues for Congress". In it there are questions raised about the success of such a project and cites
rising costs. It does not, however, quote the costs touted by Exelon, in its letter to Senator Durbin, of $3-4.5 billion
which must be borne by the lllinois rate payers and taxpayers.

42

Betty
Niemann

| have looked at the ADM applications for Class VI wells that were applied for in 2011 and so far there has not been
a public hearing scheduled for either of the well applications.

43

Carl Hankel

It is shameful to see that an agency that is supposed to protect the public is wasting money on "carbon
sequestration" to "protect” us against "global warming" which does not exist except in the minds of kleptocrats and
scientists who have consistently changed their bogus data to support their "proof" of something that isn't proven
and only exists as a consensus statement among those who stand to profit from continual hysteria. The EPA needs
to divest itself from junk science and focus on things that really matter, like water pollution and particulate air
pollution.

44

ClearStack
Power LLC

Here is an excerpt from a paper written by a National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
meteorologist; "Climate models used for estimating effects of increases in greenhouse gases show substantial
increases in water vapor as the globe warms and this increased moisture would further increase the warming."
However, this meteorologist along with the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) crowd got it backwards
about water vapor and CO, -- they cool the earth like all other gases in our atmosphere!

The amount of CO, from man is a mouse milk quantity compared to nature's emissions. If we eliminated worldwide,
all man-made CO; emissions, we would go back to the level we had in January 2005. It was slightly warmer (about
0.1 °C) in January 2005 than it was in January 2011.

The US EPA regulating man-made CO; is orders of magnitude beyond stupid. The man-made CO; being generated in
the United States in 2010 that contributes to the CO, concentration in the atmosphere is 16.4% of the worldwide
man-made total and that calculates to be (11.5*0.164) = 1.9 ppmv. The CO; release from Medieval warming has
caused CO; in the atmosphere to rise some 2 ppmv per year from 1993 to 2011. So if you eliminated all man-made
CO; from the U.S. today, next year at this time it would be the same as this year before the CO, emissions were
stopped.
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45 ILL Coal And low cost energy from coal has been the backbone of our nation's economy since the Industrial Revolution.
Association Illinois is the Saudi Arabia of coal. In fact, the energy content from our coal is greater than the energy content of the
oil from Saudi Arabia and Kuwait combined. So we believe coal must be part of America's energy mix in the future.
This project will allow coal to be part of the all of the above energy strategy that's been getting quite a bit of
attention lately. It's very disappointing to us that another part of your agency, U.S. EPA, continues to propose
emission limits on carbon dioxide that cannot be met with the current technologies. Last year EPA announced
standards for new power plants that can only be met by FutureGen-type technologies. And next month the
standards for existing plants will be proposed. Is there any reason for me to be optimistic about how those
standards will effect coal? This process is getting the cart before the horse. Carbon limits for coal can only be met by
a technology that isn't even under construction yet for project FutureGen. If coal is supposed to be part of our
future energy base, then this doesn't make sense to me, the process. The coal industry had a consistent request for
several years, defer or postpone the imposition of carbon limits on power plants until commercially proven carbon
capture and storage technology, CCS, is available. Doing otherwise will result in significantly higher electricity costs
that will have a negative economic impact on this State, the region and the nation. That's why FutureGen is so
important and needs to move forward now.
46 Illinois Pipelines make sense.
Chamber of One of the major differences between the Decatur and FutureGen 2.0 proposals is that the FutureGen 2.0 project
Commerce will transport the carbon dioxide thirty miles via pipeline. Carbon dioxide is non-corrosive and non-flammable and
since pipelines are safe in general and there are more than 4,500 miles of pipelines carrying carbon in the U.S., we
are glad this mode of transportation is being used.
47 Leinberger & | The Permit is deficient in fundamental respects.

Critchelow
families

The project involves the injection of millions of tons of carbon dioxide (1.1 million metric tons per year for 20 years)
into an area where persons reside and private property is located. See AR # 16. Carbon dioxide is lethal to humans,
animals and vegetation in the compressed liquid form that will be piped and injected underground.2

Carbon dioxide is a supercritical fluid at temperatures greater than 31.1 degrees Celsius and 7.38 MPa. See
Alexandra B. Klass & Elizabeth J. Wilson, Climate Change, Carbon Sequestration, and Property Rights, 2010 U. Ill. L.
Rev. 363, 428 (2010) (citing CRC Handbook of Chemistry and Physics 6-39 (David R. Lide ed., 88th ed. 2008)),
attached in Exhibit 3. “When released, supercritical CO, depressurizes into a gas and has the potential to
asphyxiate humans at high concentrations, among other possible adverse health effects.” Jeffrey W. Moore, The
Potential Law of on-Shore Geologic Sequestration of CO, Captured from Coal-Fired Power Plants, 28 Energy L.J. 443,
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470 (2007) (citing Eric J. Beckman, Supercritical and Near-Critical CO; in Green Chemical Synthesis and Processing,
28 ). of Supercritical Fluids 121, 123 (2003)), attached in Exhibit 3. EPA recognized the unique risks to underground
sources of drinking water (“USDW”) associated with geologic sequestration (“GS”) in its Final rule, stating, “Large
CO; injection volumes associated with GS, the buoyant and mobile nature of the injectate, the potential
presence of impurities in the CO, stream, and its corrosivity in the presence of water could pose risks to
USDWs...recognizing that an improperly managed GS project has the potential to endanger USDWs...the properties
(of CO,), as well as the large volumes that may be injected for GS result in several unique challenges for protection
of USDWs in the vicinity of GS sites from endangerment.” See 75 FR 77230, Section II.A. (3), AR# 330.

FN2: The draft Permit and application have little to no discussion on the impact of the 30 miles of piping (and the
related connection area where the piping meets the UIC well) on the aquifer closest to the surface (Drinking Water
Aquifer).

48

Lillian Korous

FutureGen does not consider who will be responsible for covering possible escalating costs of FutureGen 2.0.
Carbon capture and sequestration have a history of exceeding costs. The first FutureGen project was abandoned in
2010 due to increased expenses. Mississippi Power Company’s Kemper IGCC plant costs had doubled throughout
the course of the project. Most of Kemper’s $4 billion price tag will be paid by ratepayers in economically
depressed communities of color in Mississippi. The State of Illinois has bound its utilities to purchase electricity
from FutureGen 2.0 for 20 years, without any commitment regarding the rates that will be charged to customers.
Why? This is a huge blunder or a huge sell-out.

49

Lillian Korous

The last topic is the building of a large “show place” facility featuring the FutureGen 2.0 project, including a visitor
and research center, training facility and an arts center. The building is to be built on a 5 acre site in Jacksonville,
Illinois’ Community Park. Mature trees will be cut down and space will be subtracted from various established
activities traditionally held at the park. FutureGen 2.0 already has office space in Jacksonville’s downtown square. |
believe this is a huge waste of money, better designated for the actual project, PARTICULARLY WHEN PROJECTS LIKE
THIS GO OVER BUDGET. The visitor center at the Park smacks of ingratiation. It looks to me that the arts center is
an add-on to appease the public for the unnecessary industrial move-in in our green Community Park.

50

Robert J.
Finley

The development of UIC Class VI requirements by the US EPA has been an important milestone in allowing
demonstration and testing of carbon sequestration while assuring protection of underground sources of drinking
water. These requirements are extensive and, in my judgment, highly protective of underground water resources.

21



SECTION 2. GENERAL COMMENTS

either one of those elements. They're burying it 5,000 feet
below the ground. The displacement value is equivalent to a
dime in a bathtub. So there's not much of a factor. There's not
going to be any heaving. We naturally have natural gas
pockets in our county that people are using as wells for
heating sources and things of that nature. Nobody's worried
about them breaking out of their natural cavities. We
currently have Panhandle Eastern which is storing natural gas
in east south central Morgan County in a natural geological
dome that they're storing over there. There have been no
environmental impacts from that process either. Our well
water is surface water. Our water comes from the top down.
It does not come from the earth up. Just a quick story on
myself. My oldest son is 30 years old. We didn't have city
water at that time. We still have our shallow well, which is 18
feet deep. The deepest well in Morgan County that supplies
Morgan County is 90 foot deep. But | have been more of a
culprit to contaminating my well than FutureGen will by my
farming practices, because it failed because of my trace values
were too high in my own well. In summary, I'd like to say |
have confidence in the science. Love the opportunity to come
into Morgan County a clean energy site of the world and am
excited about the fact that we did something to help with the
global warming weather issues. Thank you.

# Commenter | Comment Text EPA Response
1 Bradley Now, the environmental impacts of the sequestration, it is The Mt. Simon formation, which will receive the CO,, is thousands
Zeller COa,. It's carbon and oxygen and | see nothing toxic about of feet below the ground surface (between 3,785 and 4,432 feet)

at the FutureGen site, and contains porous spaces to accept and
store the COy; it is beneath the Lombard and Proviso Memb